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Abstract: The present research uses the verbal report matigdto examine what listening comprehension
sub-skills and strategies can be identified intastrs’ thought processes during the task-solphogedure. The
relevance of the research lies in providing a neweat to and thus complementing the existing liatgn
comprehension taxonomies, which are based on dltkeretical speculation or quantitative researethads.
The input for the retrospectees consisted of teering stimuli (two texts) and two tasks: multigleoice
questions and table completion. Fourteen Hungamsrospectees of level B1-B2 performed both taskd a
provided verbal protocols on their thought proces€@ne part of the protocol data was used to maoaiify
finalize a literature-based preliminary coding sokeby measuring the data against the scheme, wiettted a
taxonomy of listening sub-skills and strategieswdls then tested on the rest of the double-codetbqmwl
segments by establishing inter-coder reliabilityotigh percent agreement and Cohen’s kappa. Thgsisalf
this taxonomy shows that listening for test-takimgrposes, which is a non-interactive, stressfuphtstake
situation, is characterized by direct reliance chesnatic associations to potential referents, aimaous
interaction of the aural and written input in thegnitive processes and a strong tendency to dbcted
responses.
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1 Introduction

This study investigates listening comprehensioh tideers’ thought processes during
the task solving procedure from the pre-listeniagktpreview till the post-listening final
decision-making. The aim is to compile and validateerbal protocol-based taxonomy of
listening comprehension sub-skills and strategidsch can be relied on in future research.
Furthermore, this research will hopefully be aldecontribute to user-friendly, yet valid and
reliable testing of listening comprehension and ey@n further on a practical level by
supporting the item writer activity of examinatiboards.

As the first step of the research, the literatuees 8tudied to investigate the general
background of one of the main variables of perforoeain testing listening comprehension:
listening comprehension ability. The key conceptshe listening construct, listening sub-
skills and strategies were outlined including thariaus taxonomies of listening
comprehension sub-skills and strategies. The rewieliterature was followed by collecting
data via intro- and retrospective interviews widstttakers and developing a preliminary
coding scheme with listening comprehension subls#gitategies as categories. The
abundance of verbal protocol data made it possiaeonly a part of it was used to improve
the preliminary coding scheme by scrutinizing dle tutterances and code assignments
proposed by the two coders. As a result of thiBpna@ coding scheme came into existence
which was then piloted on the rest of the verbakgwol data, double coding was conducted
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and inter-coder reliability was calculated. Thishe procedure through which the answer was
sought to the research question guiding this ingatsbn, which is formulated as follows:

What listening comprehension sub-skills/strategaas be identified in the test takers’ thought
processes during the task-solving procedure?

2 Review of literature
2.1 Psycholinguistic background
2.1.1 First-language comprehension

One of the main fields of psycholinguistics is {m@cess of speech perception and
comprehension, in other words, how the listenealike to convert the continuous acoustic
signal into discrete linguistic units and, as alfar step, into a meaningful interpretation.
Several models of listening comprehension have beeh forward as simplified
representations of the process. Gosy (2005) andngton (2001) survey and analyse a wide
range of such models and find that they vary inrtagempts to describe the entirety or a
minor part of the process, in their theoretical agpt, functional approach, final goal and in
their interaction with other sources of knowledgeaeal-time interpretation. However, GAsy
(2005) claims that experimental results support theguage specificity of speech
comprehension and raises the issue that the dooenaf the English language in
psycholinguistic research might question the ursigkvalidity of these models.

Speech comprehension is an active process whids keainterpreting the perception
of speech phenomena at higher levels. This operabasists of two phases: the perception
of acoustic signals denoting linguistic codes om time hand, and the interpretation of this
code system on the other (Lurija, 1979), both phasscompassing a complex series of
continuously interacting phases or levels. Harong{2001) adapted Caron’s (1992) model
and broke down the second phase into six majosstefirst the sound stream is segmented
into a string of linguistic units, in which the indlual lexical items are accessed. It is
followed by assigning a syntactic structure towwd string and deriving a meaning for the
words and syntactic structure as a unit. The lastdteps of establishing the real-life referent
of the string and recovering the speaker’s intenttomprise higher order interpretative
processes.

Rost (2002) defines listening in a much broaderssem terms of subsequent,
overlapping or parallel orientations. According es model, the process of listening
comprehension comprises receptive orientation rexe what the speaker actually says),
constructive orientation (constructing and repréagnmeaning), collaborative orientation
(negotiating meaning with the speaker and respopdiand transformative orientation
(creating meaning through involvement, imaginataord empathy). This concept is much
broader in the sense that it attempts to model bbtthat Dunkel (1991a) calls participatory
and nonpatrticipatory listening; the first term isacacterized by the listener having “the
opportunity to seek clarification or modificatiof the discourse from the speaker” (Dunkel
1991b), whereas the latter does not allow for aaral interaction during the input.

The hierarchical and interactive psycholinguistiodels of speech comprehension
exert the greatest influence on the most widelyeptd construct in testing listening
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comprehension both in their concepts and terminoldge hierarchical models conceptualize
the process as various levels built on each othieerefrom bottom to top or from top to
bottom between the acoustic input and understan@@iayk & Clark, 1977). The interactive
model is one of several other cognitive models,ciwlgupposes that the various levels work
and interact simultaneously and emphasizes theofotgeneral knowledge, predictions, and
contextual expectations (Osgood, 1986; Pléh, 1998).

2.1.2 Second-language comprehension

Both Harrington (2001) and Buck (2001) lament themited attention speech
comprehension issues have received in L2 so faririggon finds, however, that research on
L2 comprehension has started to appear.

Existing research suggests that unlike the adopnsiprocesses of listening
comprehension in native and foreign languages, dbgnitive operations of listening
comprehension in the case of native and foreigguages are not fundamentally different in
any way. Both Dunkel (1991a) and Buck (2001) comthé same conclusion in their reviews
of the relevant literature.

Faerch and Kasper (1986) state that second-langlisigeers differ from first-
language listeners only in that they have a rdsttiknowledge of the language and they
might be influenced by transfer from their firsn¢mage. Furthermore, second-language
listeners might lack crucial content or textualestiata (Long, 1989) or important background
knowledge that would make it possible for themdmpensate for their insufficient linguistic
skills (Bremer, Roberts, Vasseur, Simonot, & Bragd896).

Buck (2001) adds, however, that there is a diffeeeim emphasis. According to him
problems in native-language listening are often tluelistraction, disinterest or thinking
about something else, whereas in second-langustgaihg, in addition to these factors, more
problems arise due to insufficient knowledge of neguage system and lack of knowledge
of the socio-cultural content of the message. H® alescribes compensatory skills as a
significant aspect of second-language listening,iclwhare put into force to bridge
considerable gaps in the listeners’ knowledge efléimguage.

2.2 The listening construct in testing

2.2.1 Listening comprehension models

Whatever research paper, textbook or handbook etinge we consult there is
unanimous agreement that validity is the most irfgmtrissue in language testing, since if a
test is not valid for the purpose for which it ised, then the result does not mean what it is
supposed to mean. As we are aiming at measuritegiing) comprehension, the starting point
is answering the question: what is listening corhension? In the testing literature there has
been a move away from the concept of listeninguast@ry discrimination and decoding of
contextualized utterances towards a “much more é@xnpnd interactive model which
reflects the ability to understand authentic disseun context” (Brindley, 1998, p.172). In
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spite of the wide variety of terms used in therditare to describe this construct, there seems
to be a broad consensus that listening is an acther than a passive skill and, what is more,

Vandergrift (1999) declares that “listening compmesion is anything but a passive activity”
(p.168). According to Rost (1990), listening invedv ‘interpretation’ rather than
‘comprehension’ because listeners do much more jtisirdecode the aural message; among
others listeners are involved in hypothesis-tesing inferring. Brown (1995) argues in a
similar way stating that listening is a processwyich listeners construct ‘shared mutual
beliefs’ rather than ‘shared mutual knowledge’. Arabn and Lynch (1988) suggest the same
notions in terms of metaphors, regarding listeasr&ctive model builders’ rather than ‘tape
recorders’ (p.15).

The next step in defining the listening constriecto look into how ‘active model
builders’ interpret, infer, test hypotheses andstact shared beliefs. It is obvious that a
number of different types of knowledge are involviedth linguistic knowledge (phonology,
lexis, syntax, semantics, discourse structure) attd non-linguistic knowledge (knowledge
about the topic, about the context, general knogdedbout the world, etc.). The latter
categories are frequently referred to as schemagatal structures that organize the listeners’
knowledge of the world that listeners rely on wina@erpreting texts. Much research has been
conducted on the apparent dichotomy between twwsvias to how these two types of
knowledge are applied by listeners or readersxhdemprehension (Alderson, 2000). These
views refer to the order in which the differentegpof knowledge are applied during listening
comprehension. The bottom-up model representsrdugional view of comprehension and
was typically proposed by behaviourists in the 940d 1950s. It assumes that the listening
process takes place in a definite order, startiitly the lowest level of detail (acoustic input,
phonemes, etc.) and moving up to the highest (camwuative situation, non-linguistic
knowledge). According to the top-down model (GoodnED69; Smith, 1971), the reader and
listener uses the schemata (non-linguistic knowd¢dg comprehend a text by interpretation,
prediction and hypothesis testing, that is compusiom is seen primarily as the result of
applying the schemata the listener brings to the &oth Alderson (2000) and Buck (2001)
rely on a third model of comprehension in their mosmprehensive books on assessing
reading and listening, respectively. They outlioenprehension as the interaction of bottom-
up and top-down processing and emphasize that tbesglex mental actions can be
performed in any order, simultaneously or cyclicalither than in any fixed order. This is the
interactive (Grabe, 1991) or interactive compengat&tanovich, 1980) model. Rost’s,
Brown’s and Anderson and Lynch’s listening condsudescribed above seem to rely more
on the top-down model, however, as Alderson (20@ports, recent research tends to
emphasize the important contribution of bottom-upla@ta-driven text processing.

Buck's (2001) summary of the listening construcinstdutes the most widely
accepted model in testing listening comprehension:

To summarise the process, the listener takes ttmmimg data, the acoustic signal,
and interprets that, using a wide variety of infation and knowledge, for a particular
communicative purpose; it is an inferential process ongoing process of constructing and
modifying an interpretation of what the text is ahdbased on whatever information seems
relevant at the time (p.29).
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2.2.2 Listening sub-skills

There have been numerous attempts to descrilemihgt comprehension in terms of
taxonomies of sub-skills. This approach is basedhennotion that these skills underlie the
process, and the act of listening consists of gi@ation of various separate skills.

One of the first taxonomies is the division ofdising into a two-stage process: the
extraction of the basic linguistic information dsetfirst step and the utilisation of that
information for the communicative purpose. This {stage division occurs again and again in
the literature with various modifications and ungarious terms: ‘the recognition level’ and
‘the level of selection’, ‘construction process’ dan‘utilisation process’, ‘micro-
comprehension’ and ‘macro-comprehension’. Buck 2@052) gives high credit to the two-
stage view of listening since scholars have wor&at similar concepts and the different
terminology suggests that they have arrived atetlcescepts more or less independently.

The cognitive skills taxonomy (Valette, 1977) waseant to be the basis for
developing listening tests, which is why it desesba series of increasingly complex
cognitive skills so that it can be used to measareus levels of ability. Other attempts were
aimed at describing listening skills in communieatierms. These taxonomies go beyond
linguistic processing and consider a wide varietyskills necessary for relating the basic
linguistic processing to the wider communicativieigiion. Weir (1993) calls his taxonomy a
‘checklist of operations that listening tests skowdquire’ and makes it clear that he does not
attempt to provide an exhaustive list of listensudp-skills. The most detailed communicative
taxonomies were built on various listening purpoaed suggested that different lists of
‘micro-skills’ are required for listening in a satiaction, listening for information, pleasure,
academic purposes or for some other reasons (Righa®83). Mention should be made of
Munby’s (1978) very influential taxonomy of what balls ‘enabling-skills’, which includes
one of the most detailed lists of sub-skills offbptoductive and receptive skills.

In addition to the above skills, which are builtimg on theoretical speculation, there
are some taxonomy-based studies. Using the newBialeed rule-space methodology, Buck,
Tatsuoka, Kostin, and Phelps (1997) looked at mleltchoice items, and Buck and Tatsuoka
(1998) examined short-answer comprehension questaod found 14 and 15 abilities
respectively, which they claimed were most impdrt&@uck (2001) warned, however, that
the results should be treated with caution as tiadyais is based on item characteristics, not
abilities and there was no intercoder reliabilitiydy.

Besides the assumption that there are identifiaslening skills, there seems to be
agreement in the language testing literature thesge skills can be arranged in a hierarchy
from lower order (e.g. understanding utteranceshat literal level) to higher order (e.g.
inferencing and critical evaluation) (Buck, 1991psR 1990; Weir, 1993). Some of the
numerous graded taxonomies have been applied asisfor identifying the comprehension
operations to be sampled in the listening tests) si3 understanding main ideas, listening for
specific information, inferring meaning, etc. Howeeyscholars treat the skills-based approach
of comprehension with caution; Alderson (2000)edtahat “the existence of such skills is in
some doubt, at least as far as it is possible asggrto identify and test them” (p.93) and
Buck (2001) goes even further by stressing that &mpirical support for these taxonomies is
usually lacking” (p.51). Alderson (2000) disapprsubat too many lists of skills have been
theorised or speculated upon and argues that ‘#lgetting is not how many skills we can
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dream up, but how many can be shown to exist ots"tdp.94). This suggestion of
appropriately handling rather than discarding the-skills approach is underpinned by
referring to valuable studies that investigated moany empirically separable skills there are,
whether it can be distinguished which skills tlems are testing, which skills contribute most
to the performance, which skills are the easieseé$ty which skills are the most important to
test, etc. Buck (2001) declares that although tieer® evidence that these lists of sub-skills
constitute a complete unified description of tleelning process, there is no doubt that many
of the components are of crucial importance irehgtg. He adds that “collectively they are
useful because they tell us what scholars in thkl fnave come to think is important in
listening comprehension” (p.51).

2.2.3 Strategies vs. skills

Strategies have been labelled and classified imowsrways and several strategy
taxonomies have been proposed (Oxford, 1990; Dér&yé&cott, 1997; Cohen, 1998a),
however, the concept of learning strategy has mraliicult to determine. The definitions of
strategies are settled along a scale with one endtohg the perception that strategies are
behavioural and as a result of this, observablegreds other experts state that strategic
processes are mental and cannot be observed. Gb888b) represents the former, more
accepted view, since he strongly links the consriess to language use strategies defining
them as “mental operations and processes thatelsaoonsciously select” (p.92), yet, when
defining test-taking strategies, he allows thatpoeslents are “at least to some degree”
conscious of selecting these processes. While @@ty (1990) denies that strategic
processes can be conscious, Ellis (1994) makedteam@ to merge the two views in his
concept. Although experts’ views on the role of smausness vary to a great degree, they
mostly share the concept that strategies are cetateognitive information processing and
are used to define strategic competence as a canpaif communicative competence
(Bialystock, 1990; Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palh@86). According to Dérnyei (2005),
the concept of learning strategies was marginalizethe 1990s since it was found to focus
on ‘surface manifestations’, like tactics and teghes employed by learners. Consequently,
the new construct of ‘self-regulation’ was introddcand the research perspective shifted to
examining more dynamic and process-oriented vasabl

Test-taking strategies are strategies that resgaadapply to tasks in language tests.
Cohen (1998a) lists four language use strategiegridval, rehearsal, cover and
communication strategies) and points out that #meessteps or actions constitute test-taking
strategies when “they are used to help produceorssgs to testing tasks” (p.219).

Since the present study aims at exploring the ghoyprocesses of respondents
working on listening comprehension tests, the foifgy question seems relevant: what is the
difference between a skill and a strategy? Oxfa@bQ) integrates all strategies described in
the literature and draws up the best known qualibn of strategies, yet she devotes only a
short paragraph to defining skills as the four niitida to be developed in language learning
(listening, reading, speaking, writing), which signpnean ability, expertness or proficiency
and are gained incrementally during language deveémt.

Ignoring one of the terms (skill or strategy) amplging the other throughout a study
or book, which quite frequently happens, might basistent but the two terms are too close
not to be defined. It is clearly pointed out by Bg2000), who demonstrates the need for
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terminological clarification and recategorizatiogy bhallenging the experts to define the
differences between e.g. ‘inferencing skills’ aisttategy to extract and use information’ or
‘ability to synthesize information’. The examplesu@d certainly be extended even by
similarly worded expressions like ‘compensatoratgtgy’, which is ‘compensatory skill’ in
another handbook or study. Similarly, Alderson @0finds it unclear why ‘infer meaning of
unknown words from text- traditionally an important skill in the readingeliature— is
classified as a ‘strategy’ in other studies.

The tendency to reclassify well-known variablestategies, which Alderson (2000)
points out, is underpinned by the observation taaguage teaching is prone to pendulum
movements of language teaching theory, which inctee of listening means a shift from a
focus on linguistic processing to schematic praogss general (Lynch, 2002). Similarly,
Field (1998) argues that the strategic approachbeas taken too far and a better balance
should be found between skills and strategies. éfses sub-skills as competencies which
native listeners have acquired and L2 listenels reted to acquire, whereas strategies as
strictly compensatory, which are required less lasd as the listener’s ability develops. This
can be regarded as another aspect of the aboveomeshtviews which consider the element
of consciousness as a distinguishing feature ategjres from other processes that are not
strategic (Cohen, 1998b; Alderson, 2000).

There have been a number of descriptive model®wihtunicative competence that
attempt to describe all the knowledge, skills atrdtegies that non-native learners need in
order to use the language effectively. The mostl-wewn and influential general
description of language ability among testers & ¢bmmunicative language ability (CLA)
model developed by Bachman and Palmer (1996). B€l01l) introduced a similar
descriptive model to describe listening ability, ig¥h is partly based on Bachman and
Palmer’'s CLA model, partly relies on the works ofpura (1999) and McNamara (1996).

Buck’s model, the ‘Framework of listening abilityhas two main components: a)
language competence and b) strategic competenoguhge competence is defined as “the
knowledge about the language that the listenergbrito the listening situation”, which
includes “fully automated procedural knowledge amhtrolled or conscious declarative
knowledge” (p.104). Its sub-categories are basedhenmain sub-fields within linguistics
(grammatical, discourse, pragmatic and sociolirtgulshowledge), which provide either the
basis or significant parts of the sub-skill taxomesnmentioned above. Strategic competence
in Buck’'s model is defined as the ability to usegaage competence. It “includes the
cognitive and metacognitive strategies, or exeeufwocesses, that fulfil the cognitive
management function in listening” (p.104), and thik compensatory strategies used by
second-language listeners. Buck relates the cogrstrategies to comprehending, storing and
retrieving input, and the metacognitive strategeperforming “an executive function in the
management of cognitive strategies” (p.104). Thanfework of listening ability’ is of great
relevance because it can be considered as a tayowbere listening comprehension sub-
skills and strategies are listed within the sanstesy.

2.3 Verbal report in listening comprehension researh
Despite (and after attentively considering) bdté triticism of sub-skill theories and

the doubts about strategies summarized above résem study aims at adding yet one more
to the existing repertoire of listening sub-skilldastrategy taxonomies. This is justified by the
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fact that although such lists are not proven andakoclaim to provide a complete unified
description of the process, it certainly can bespted that breaking a complex process down
to almost grain size and analysing the constitueatdribute to understanding the entirety of
the process itself, consequently a new method fwoagh and describe the test takers'
behaviour should be beneficial.

The novelty of the present research lies in makingattempt to identify the test
takers’ listening comprehension sub-skills andtsgi@s based on what the test takers report
about their own thought processes. To my knowledge, taxonomies available in the
literature are built on either speculation and hligpseising, or on applying the method of
analysing the test item, text, result or the comatiam of these in empirical research. The
studies which apply verbal report methods in redeag listening comprehension target a
wide range of topics, some of which are relatedulo-skills but none of them set the aim of
compiling a verbal report-based taxonomy of sulisskind strategies.

When discussing the research of listening compigbenRoss (1997) states that this
method “has considerable potential as a tool feestigating the psycholinguistic validity of
item response patterns and can offer detailed tatig® data to supplement traditional and
probabilistic approaches to test analysis” (p.2Baick (1991) gives a more focused direction
for future research in this field: “Although thisethod may not be very suitable for testing
clearly formulated research hypotheses, it doesnskely to provide a broad view of
second-language listening processes and indicatdisiening tests work” (p.68).

3 Description of method

3.1 Participants and material

The participants of the research were 14 Hungatadents- 13 females and 1 male
- from intermediate courses that the researcheh#ésaat the Budapest Business School,.
Since these courses lasted for a year and thercesedad a good insight into the students’
language performance, the criterion for selecthmg 14 students from the volunteers was to
make sure that they represent a wide range of Ble3 and to avoid that usually the best
performers volunteer. None of the students hadpainy specific training or spent more than
2 weeks in a native environment, which are fadioas could have biased the results.

As the first step in the preparation of the intews, two tasks representing two
different task types (multiple choice and complgti table) were selected froAre you
listening?Barta, 2004)a book containing validated intermediate tasksgemeral listening
comprehension tests. Both tasks are built on atithexts; one of them (Depicted as an ape)
is an extract from a BBC radio programme on Darsviife and age. The second one (Getting
heard) is part of an interview with an English magonducted by the author of the book
about the various petitions citizens submit to hfirhe two tasks and the transcripts can be
found in Appendices A and B.)

In addition to this, the Interview prompts were ¢oled according to the research
purposes. The pre-listening prompt was meant telio#ing introspective comments on the
task with the aim of exploring the interviewee’suight processes while reviewing the task
before the listening, whereas the Retrospectiverrgw prompts were applied after listening
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to the sections of the texts. It was complementedrie further prompt which aimed at the
cognitive processes during finalizing the answdtsr distening. (See Interview prompts in
Appendix C.)

3.2 Data collection

The data collection took place in a small room wgthod acoustics at the foreign
language department of the college under undistiiripgiet circumstances in the year 2005.
The interviews, each of which took 1-1.5 hours wiledback, were conducted by the
researcher who met individually with each informatdcording to a mutually agreed
appointment. Since the participants were native gauan speakers, the interviews were
conducted in Hungarian in order to guarantee urgrgaiexpression of their ideas.

Before the interview began, the researcher andntieeviewee engaged in informal
small talk in order to put the interviewee at eamd establish rapport. Then the researcher
explained the purpose of the interview very brieflye procedure of the interview in more
detail and the Interview prompts were read andrpngted. The researcher illustrated
retrospection on one item of a multiple choice tggker than those involved in the research)
and the participant could rehearse on another demsimple arithmetic task. The procedure
of the interview was as follows:

Before listening, the interviewee provided intragpee accounts of her thoughts
while reviewing and reading the task sheet. Durthg first listening of the text the
interviewee was working on the task sheet whiletisg to the input. It was followed by the
second listening of the text section by section: résearcher played a cohesive section of the
text, with a pause after the section, which coveéredtask items each. During listening, the
interviewee was working on the task sheet. Whenrélsearcher paused the text of the task,
the interviewee verbalized their thoughts retrotipely.

In order to replicate every possible detail of tést-taking situation and to gain more
insight into the decision making process, the ineavees were encouraged to verbalize their
thoughts introspectively while making the final tsens on the task sheet after listening to
the section. When the interview was completed,résearcher thanked the interviewee and
gave feedback both on the result of the test andhenstrengths and weaknesses of the
interviewee as a listening test taker.

It is to be noted that the data collection was péghand implemented in a free
interview format and interview prompts were usethea as guidelines for the interviewee.
Since experience showed that the quality of thebalereports depends on the probing
procedure employed by the interviewer, purposefutl linobtrusive probing was applied
throughout the interviews for the purpose of adogssand eliciting essential listening
comprehension test-taking processes.

3.3 Data analysis
The abundance of data in this study made it pasdiblimprove and finalize the

coding scheme on one part of the protocol datathed testing it on the rest. This is why
after transcribing all the retrospective interviesighe 14 students (verbalizing on two tasks
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each) only the data provided by 10 students weed ns formulating the coding scheme, the
other part of the data collected from 4 students a@plied in the pilot of the coding scheme.

3.3.1 Developing a preliminary coding scheme

Developing a coding scheme is critical in abstragtuseful and valid information
from verbal protocols as it shapes and constraim@snferences that may be drawn from the
data. Since it is also the main focus of the prestrdy, special emphasis was put on it in the
research.

It was taken into consideration on the one handi thas the survey of relevant
literature shows — there is confusion in the fiebddssub-skills/strategies due mainly to the
difficulty of making distinctions. On the other it is also relevant that the study aims to
analyse any mental acts that can be identifiechénthought processes reported by the test
takers. As a consequence, in order to develop emg@theme with listening comprehension
mental acts as categories several L2 comprehensmentories of both sub-skills and
strategies were examined, among others: Munby (1R&hards (1983), Oxford (1990),
Weir (1993), Bachman and Palmer (1996), McNama®@®§}, Buck et al. (1997), Buck and
Tatsuoka (1998), Cohen (1998b), Purpura (1999)plNik (2006). These inventories were
relied on as a starting point to develop a draffiprinary taxonomy, which consisted of 56
items, including those that were added by the rekea based on her previous research,
experience and intuition. After attentive considierathese were reduced to a taxonomy of
34 items by combining the categories covering #®es or very similar processes and by
eliminating categories irrelevant due to the ainmckl or listening purpose. This 34-item
coding scheme was discussed and slightly modifieétd an expert of testing and reading
comprehension and used as the preliminary taxonainiigtening comprehension sub-skills
in the first phase of the research. In this taxoptime number of categories is rather high, yet
many of the categories themselves are vague atserso that they can trigger discussion
as to both the content and wording of the finatgaties.

3.3.2 Finalizing the preliminary coding scheme

The purpose of this phase, as mentioned abovetorMaglize the preliminary coding
scheme. It is done by the method of measuringd¢hemse, which was compiled mainly from
data gained from hypothesising and quantitativearh on the content analysis of the input,
against data from a qualitative source, namelyalgstotocols.

The first part of the verbal protocols was segménby the researcher and the
segmentation was then reviewed by the expert whgesied extending, merging, deleting or
splitting segments or identifying new ones. Aftegatiating the final segmentation in this
way, which can be regarded as a type of double-eetiny, the 459 segments of the verbal
protocols were thus double-coded. It was also agtkat in case of uncertainty about the
content of the segment in question, this can bedbty using a coding category labelled
‘miscellaneous’. Since — as mentioned above — thpgse of this phase was to finalize the
coding scheme by disambiguating both the protoodl the coding scheme, the co-coders
agreed that utterances can be assigned to twooteeglt was expected that this method
combined with expert discussion enhances refinimgypreting and setting boundaries to the
categories, elicits new categories and makes i¢etsdiscover recurrent patterns.
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The double coding was followed by re-scrutinizihgse segments which produced
disagreement between the coders or turned out oriiguous for either of them. As at this
step it was not intended to finalize the codingeseh, problem statements were re-coded only
if the code was found to have been assigned duapse of attention or when the expert
miscoded a segment due to lack of non-verbal inddion (prosodic or paralinguistic
elements, observations, etc.) during the intenpeocess.

The majority of the 23 segments coded as miscealamevere found to be fake
segments and were not entered into the furthelysisalwhereas 8 segments were found to
capture very similar information and were includesi a new category in the final coding
scheme.

Then the numbers of co-occurrences of each andy esegory with every other
category on the 436 segments which were enteredhetfurther analysis were arranged in a
table format which clearly presented the recurpatterns. In this way by simple eyeballing it
could be decided (relying also on the experienddegad during the expert discussions)
which categories are sufficiently similar to mehieir fusion to form one category since they
proved to be capturing the same content. Furthexmitiree categories were completely
deleted as they were not sufficiently distinguidbai elicit coding agreement. Finally, the
wording of the categories of the final coding sckemas disambiguated and finalized.

All these changes and adjustments resulted i2Thigem final coding scheme called
‘Taxonomy of listening comprehension sub-skillgitgies’, which is presented and
commented on in the Results and discussion seloétmw.

3.3.3 Piloting the final coding scheme

The purpose of this phase is to pilot the finalizeding scheme in order to probe and
hopefully prove the appropriacy of its reliabillgvel.

The second part of the verbal protocols (four stigleerbalizing on the two tasks)
was segmented through the same process as desabiteel Unlike in the first phase though,
since the purpose of this phase was to establisinr-@oder reliability rather than improving
the coding scheme, the double coding was conduotd#ite traditional method: both coders
assigned one code unambiguously to each of thede®&fied segments of the protocols.

Inter-coder reliability was calculated in two wayercent agreement, which reflects
the number of times that the raters agreed onxhet &€ategorization, seems to be used most
widely and is both intuitively appealing and simpie calculate. The percent of total
agreement across the two raters on the 188 segmegmessenting identified mental acts was
78.72 %.

However, the methodological literature is consisia identifying percent agreement
as an inappropriately liberal and consequently eadihg measure that overestimates true
inter-coder agreement, and if it is reported tleeagcher is expected to add an index that tests
whether agreement exceeds chance levels and af whdt extent. Cohen’s kappa coefficient
does so and is generally thought to be a more tabhaasure than simple percent agreement
calculation. That is why this calculation was damethe same data and resulted in 0.771.
According to expectations, the liberal measuredgied higher index than the much more
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trustworthy conservative one. The difference ighglithough, and both figures show quite a
high reliability level.

4 Results and discussion

4.1 Grouping skills/strategies

The answer to the research question of the prestmdy (What listening
comprehension sub-skills/strategies can be idedtifn the test takers’ thought processes
during the task-solving procedure?) is the 27-itiexonomy presented below, which was
compiled and validated in the process describedvabsélowever, the validity of the
taxonomy is planned to be enhanced by measurimgatnst the data gained from verbal
protocols on 3 various text types, each differeotmf the 2 involved and processed in the
study so far. This further step in the never endialidation process will show to what extent
different texts yield the categories of sub-slaligl strategies that are set up in the taxonomy.

The 27 categories of mental acts (skills and ggres® identified in the protocols were
further analysed in order to reveal possible pasterhich would make it possible to group
them. Firstly, based on the researcher’'s experiggaaed through segmenting, coding,
discussing and analysing the segments of the plstdbey were investigated as for what
kind of grouping system they lend themselves tcerirpossible grouping systems were put
forward. Finally, the grouping systems were comg@asgth the taxonomies which had been
consulted when compiling the preliminary codingesole. Through this process the grouping
system was set up and the 27 categories of mestsahe@re grouped by assigning them to one
of the sub-groups within the agreed grouping systgmthe researcher and the expert
independently. Finally, the grouping was concluttedugh expert discussion.

In summary, the 27 categories of mental acts ifledtin the verbal protocols are
divided in two main groups: language competencdchvionsists of 7 listening sub-skills
and strategic competence comprising 20 listenirageggies. The sub-skills are further broken
down into sub-groups of knowledge (grammaticalcaligsse, sociolinguistic) depending on
the field of linguistics the sub-skills are aimiag Within strategic competence, 3 cognitive, 8
compensatory and 9 metacognitive strategies werarated. Some of them could be further
categorized, e.g. the application of checking/skiggexample was reported both before and
while listening, whereas self-correction, self-apyal and self-evaluating both while and after
listening. Similarly, excluding options proved te &n umbrella category denoting the method
of working out the answer but during the process ainsidering/probing and
rejecting/accepting the three options in turn, sgvether sub-skills and strategies were
applied.

The skills and strategies identified in the protecmere divided into groups as listed
below in an inventory of listening sub-skills artdagegies. The numbers in brackets after the
taxonomy items give their frequencies with whickyttoccurred within the 188 segments of
the second part of the verbal protocols. Furtheemeach item has been provided with an
example to illustrate both the content of the gieategory and the character of the mental
acts that the participants gave account of. Thestaéed excerpts from the protocols are in
italics, words that the interviewees say in Enghsé in capital letters, the short clarifications
added by the researcher are in brackets. For dagading and interpretation the excerpts
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have been slightly edited, merely leaving out retdunties, without altering the essential
meaning.

INVENTORY OF LISTENING SUB-SKILLS AND STRATEGIES

LISTENING SUB-SKILLS (Language competence)

GRAMMATICAL KNOWLEDGE

« Understanding phonological featureg4)
Example 11 misheard it at first. | wrote CROWDED so the dbies are overcrowded and at second
listening | heard quite the opposite that they nigh closed. Perhaps because both words begin with
letter c.(Participant 4 on Task 2 Item 5)

* Understanding lexis(8)
Example 21 really don’t understand too much here, well, therds and it is obviously a problem, too.
(Participant 13 on Task 1)

» Understanding syntactic structures(2)
Example 3He said it in negation several times, that no, lltd do it, | could exclude that he refers to
it at all. (Participant 4 on Task 1 Iltem 6)

* Recognising cues of oral punctuatiort4)
Example 41 wrote PARK AREA because of the pause beforeainadt wasn't such a big pause but it
was emphasized pretty well here, tfarticipant 4 on Task 2 Item 7)

DISCOURSE KNOWLEDGE
» Understanding gist/main ideag11)

Example 5At the library | could understand by and large tlitais closed. | don’t know when and how.
All the time or what is the problergRarticipant 13 on Task 2 Item 5)

» Understanding specifics/important detailq(3)
Example 61 couldn't fill in this partof the tablebecause | couldn’t grab exactly those words inespit
globally understanding this partParticipant 2 on Task 2)

SOCIOLINGUISTIC KNOWLEDGE

* Making inferences by social/situational contexts, &ckground/real-world knowledge
(13)
Example 7She spoke about both A and C. | chose C but ifiktagain that he started to publish them
at the age of 50 | might find it too much... althouggwrwin... in that period he might as well have
published at the age of 5(Rarticipant 3 on Taskl Item 1)

LISTENING STRATEGIES (Strategic competence)

COGNITIVE STRATEGIES

» Keeping pace with the text(12)
Example 81 could not pay attention because | was dealindpwhe only word NEGLECTED, because |
don’t understand it so | got stuck there and colilgay attention to the res(Participant 12 on Task 2
Item 8)

» Retaining chunks of language for short period¢5)
Example 9.There was something with the opening hours. Butn'tacemember if it was OPEN or
CLOSE. | tend to confuse such things, like left iéglot. (Participant 1 on Task 2 Iltem 5)

» Constructing a response quickly and efficiently(3)
Example 10When you have to write in numbers, when he sayshombers in English by the time |

put it together in Hungarian, and then write it dow have the biggest problem with (Rarticipant 7
on Task 2 Item 11)
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COMPENSATORY STRATEGIES

« Recognizing synonyms/paraphrase®)
Example 11.t is said that he doesn't speak, that HE DOESNPEAK ABOUT IT SIMPLY than it
means that he doesn’t mention anything in his sttligt he doesn’t mention anything in connection
with religion. (Participant 7 on Task 2 Item 6)

» Deducing meaning of unfamiliar lexical items from ontext (3)
Example 12What kind of document he gives to the man who lhimda petition...I think...such a
...RECEIPT... but I'm not sur&/ell, RECEIPT means income, too. And | hope it meame kind of
acknowledgement, too, because the other thing lileveas that he gives a promise to answer and a
promise is certainly not a document... so | thinkiist be the wordParticipant 4 on Task 2 Item 14)

* Making text-based inferenceg9)
Example 131 circled C, she didn’t say exactly that {i@arwin) decorated his house with the cartoons
but she said that he hung them on the wéillarticipant 4 on Task 1 ltem 4)

 ldentifying what type of information to search for (10)
Example 141 have a feeling that it is the parking that is plematic, may be not. He emphasizes that it
is problematic... so | look at fthe table)what the problem is, and it is in connection itk traffic so
| think it may be the parking problerRarticipant 1 on Task 2 Item 3)

« Using previous or subsequent items to help informain location (3)
Example 15At item 12 the EXCEPT FOR PUBLIC HOLIDAt&xt on the worksheet)elped.Then
you realize that bingo something has been said gshatld have been written dow(®articipant 4 on
Task 2 Item 12)

« Constructing a response from words heard before oafter key words of task item(8)
Example 161 concluded that it is the answer because it waselto VANDALISM, that is SCHOOL
was close to VANDALISK& word in the written input). (Participant 13 oask 2 Item 6)

» Excluding options (14)
Example 171 chose A. | excluded B because she say®hewin) didn't like to be in the centre at all
and now | managed to exclude C at second listebétguse if | could understand it well she said that
his friends did the public side of his work for hiAithough she doesn’t say that he liked RESERVED
LIFE but she said he liked to be with his familylayardening. During the first listening | thought©
as well, because | could catch PUBLIC SIDE OF HIGRK but during the second listening | heard
that his friends do it for him{Participant 4 on Task 1 Item 5)

» Strategies of last resort (Blind guessing or Bling¢onstruction) (11)

Example 18 Many times when | have no idea which one to cirdiecle the longest onéoption). And
it works in 90%. It is really sqParticipant 1 on Task 1)

METACOGNITIVE STRATEGIES

» Checking rubrics (4)
Example 19The wording of the task frightened me a littled@tause | found words in it which | don’t
know and | felt they are importarfParticipant 2 on Task 2)

» Skipping rubrics (8)
Example 20! skipped the instruction. | sometimes do this thsltip the instruction of the tasks, which
is not very advantageou@articipant 1 on Task 2)

* Reviewing task before listening10)
Example 21The table is very well constructed and since ittams lots of data you can understand the
task even without the rubri@Participant 4 on Task 2)

» Predicting answer before listening4)
Example 221 guess it will be A. I'm not sure but researchie reserved life, they are unsociable, like
the people of arts, special creatures, at leasnfier(Participant 1 on Task 1)

» Checking example before/while listening3)
Example 231 always try to pay attention also to question zdémwhen it is over. During the first
listening | wouldn't have known it, because | expdcthat one of them is mentioned, but both
PARADOX and MAKING were mentioned so | didn't ustierd why. But during the second listening it
was clear why it is QParticipant 7 on Task 1)
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» Skipping example before/while listening7)
Example 24. don't like examples, mostly | don’t even pay witen to them. It disturbs me that an
example is given and | can never clearly make itamd then | get nervous that goodness me | can’t
hear item zero which is surely in the tefarticipant 1 on Task 2)
» Self-correction while/after listening(9)
Example 25First | wrote this solution into the wrong box, lbese | didn’t read it properly. This is my
fault. So | am crossing it noParticipant 3 on Task 2)
Self-approval while/after listening (8)
Example 261t seemed A during the first listening because he mot a sociable man. At first | wasn’t
sure but it cleared up at the second listenifiRarticipant 6 on Task 1 Item 5)
Monitoring and self-evaluating while/after listening (6)
Example 271 am thinking a lot now. | feel now again, as dgrithe whole listening that | am not sure
about myself. That is not about the test but my@&dirticipant 2 on Task 2)

It must be noted that the separation of languagepetence and strategic competence
is problematic since it is difficult to distinguismowledge of the language from the ability to
apply that knowledge (McNamara, 1996). Similarlyjsi hard to sub-categorize both sub-
skills and strategies because they intertwine mmgex mental processes and rarely manifest
themselves in unambiguously definable pure fornrmwéier, as described above and in the
method section, validity in the study has been eobd by meticulous processes of double-
segmenting, double-coding, probing and piloting d¢listem of categorizing and grouping the
reported mental acts identified in the verbal prots.

4.2 Framework of listening ability

Measuring the outcome of the present research stg@duck’s Framework for
describing listening ability (2001) was encourapgdis statement, in which he put forward
his model as work in progress. He added that théeteas not intended to be exhaustive and
was meant to provide a basis for discussion.

As far as the descriptive model of listening abilset up by him is concerned, the
comparison of the theory-based Framework and ttegodes/groups of categories identified
in the verbal protocol shows that there is considier consistency between them. Firstly, the
items of the list set up based on the verbal pasotell into two categories, according to
denoting either strategic competence (listeningtastjies) or language competence, similarly
to the framework. Language competence comprisasugkinds of ‘knowledge’ in Buck’s
framework and these sub-headings were retaindteipresent taxonomy, according to which
the sub-skills were subdivided. Buck does not tadke fields of knowledge ‘sub-skills’ in
the Framework itself, however, he introduces higdeh@as an attempt to describe “all the
knowledge and skills” necessary for effective laaqgei use (p.102) and states that performing
on listening tests needs a combination of knowledkdls and strategies (p.256). The
application of the term ‘sub-skill’ in the preséakonomy is also justified by the fact that it
seems to be the most widely accepted term in teeature to name what the listener’'s
knowledge about the language can be broken down int

Secondly, test takers in the present study gaveuat®f thought processes fitting all
but one sub-category of the Framework’s two compess. It suggests that the findings of the
present study concur with the theory-based framkewlevertheless, let us examine what
might be behind the only main difference betweeenth The only sub-category of the
framework which was not found to be referred tamy of the segments of the database is one
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of the language competencies: pragmatic knowle@yene reasons come into view as
possible explanations for the lack of emergencthisfimportant sub-skill within the context
of the present study. Since the research aimyesiigating listening comprehension at levels
B1- B2, both the types and items of tasks on theel@and and the difficulty level and topic of
the texts on the other hand were selected and ameelaccording to this purpose. At this
level, tests mostly intend to measure the undedstignof stated information rather than
unstated implications, such as pragmatics. Neviedheit is only partly due to the level. It is
also due to the practical reason that it is difficto measure the comprehension or
identification of the function or any illocutionafgrce of an utterance. An item aiming at this
sub-skill by asking ‘what is meant by the text?’ stip disrupts the logical sequence of the
other task items, which ask ‘what does the textnieaand as a consequence, might confuse
the test taker.

Although systematic item analysis of the two tablks not been carried out as for
which aspect of the listening ability each itemaisiing at, the survey of the items suggests
that none of them aims or has the potential t@é&igoragmatic knowledge. That might be the
reason why no reference could be traced to pragmiatithe data of the protocols.

When determining the components of Strategic coempet, a group of strategies,
namely compensatory strategies emerged as excéediaginant in the verbal protocols.
That is why, unlike in the Framework where they arentioned but not separated within
strategic competence, in this study compensatiatesfies were judged to deserve a separate
subgroup. There seems to be a simple explanatiomdbehis disparity in emphasis. The
Framework is proposed to testers as a list of compts that testers can choose from to
include in their tests and several of the compengadtrategies are undesirable in valid and
reliable testing, whereas these strategies do exdtthe test taker resorts to them quite
frequently as their dominance in the verbal repdeimionstrate.

4.3 Listening purpose

The analysis of the items of this inventory suppdine view that different lists of sub-
skills and strategies are required for variou®listg purposes (Richards, 1983). Clearly, the
situation in which the listening takes place caweheonsiderable effect on various aspects of
the listening processes, including the sub-skillbe activated and the strategies to be applied.
The participants were listening for test-takingpgmsges, which is a non-interactive, stressful,
high-stakes situation. Based on the data of theopots, it led to a high number and
frequency of applying compensatory strategies,tds discussed in the previous section.
Other effects of the listening purpose that canobserved in the reported sub-skills and
strategies are over-exploitation of schemata, esipbd reliance on the written input and
various types of forced responses. Let us looktimge effects in more detail below.

According to Rost (1990) “non-interactive compretien tasks require a more direct
reliance on schematic associations to potentidreats” (p.102). Participants frequently
made inferences of various types by relating utieza to social or situational contexts or by
using background or real-world knowledge, as imepia 28.

Example28Relyingonschemata-MakinginferencegParticipant 11 on Task 1 Iltem 3)
| excluded C because | know Darwin’s activity tacertain extent and | know that his theory was
accepted in his time. So it is not probable thatas closed out because of it.
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Interestingly, participant 12’'s schemata aboutabeeptance of Darwin’s ideas greatly
differ from the above and leads to the oppositerarice.

Example 29 Relying on schematdlaking inferences (Participant 12 on Task 1 Item

7, referring to Darwin’s wife)
C seems realistic because she had good reasonry about her husband after all because he came
up with very big innovations in that time.

Similarly, participants relied on schemata to ataier extent when identified the
response by determining what type of informatiosdarch for, as in example 30.

Example 30 Relying on schemataddentifying what type of information to search for

(Participant 13 on Task 2 Item 8)
| am not sure which one is right, maybe somethingannection with cleanliness. In connection with
keeping something clean, the park. | thought tleahaps it fits in here, it is acceptable here.

Listening comprehension test takers are expectddlltw a task while listening and
the very strong interaction of the aural and wmitieput in the cognitive processes was also
quite frequently verbalized, often inseparably. teading comprehension tests, by
comparison, testees can work around the readingteeif, whereas the real-time nature of
spoken language makes it impossible and the testiestion is or should be shared between
the aural and written inputs continuously whiledigng, with more focus shifted onto the
written input when finalizing the answers. Let #® some examples within compensatory
strategies how the two inputs interact in the thdygocesses.

In example 31, the participant considers each opbibthe written input, compares
them with extracts from the aural input alternatmhygl goes back to an option to confirm why
he excludes this before he makes the final decesibmut the correct answer.

Example31interactionofinputs — Excluding options (Participant 11 on Task 1 Iteyn 7
His wife was a Christian woman and she wrote heughts to him in a letter that if he thinks in that
way he will not get into heaven, but it is saidtttghe doesn’t want to change him”, that is “doesn’
want to push his views” or something like thiseA#ll “totally shared” can be excluded becauserthe
she wouldn’'t have written the letter that he willtrget into heaven. So C is left, which is a kifid o
worrying.

It follows from the nature of the retrospectiveeintiew that it is impossible to define
if this complex segment of cognitive process is tleayed but exact account of while-
listening-thoughts or it is completed/modified aftistening when the participant could take
his time to make or justify his choice. Either wéygives good insight into the reading and
working load the testee has to cope with when wagykbn one listening comprehension
multiple choice item.

Participants quite frequently reported construcangsponse from words heard before
or after key words of the task item on the writbeput, constituting a compensation strategy
based on informed guessing that item writers mestviare of as a potential threat to validity.
This kind of reliance on the written input mightsss test takers to pick the right answer
without real comprehension of the extract as thiégyeant herself states it in example 32.
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Example 32 Interaction of inputsConstructing a response from words heard before

or after key words of the task item (ParticipantdBTask 2 Item 2)

At item 2 there is something in connection withdssu | wrote HOUSING BENEFIGut to tell the
truth | can’t understand the second part of it.rote it because | heard it at DISTRESS. | don’tvkiifo
it's good or not.It was close to it, to the word itse{Participant points at word ‘distress’ on the task
sheet)

Extreme or exclusive reliance on the written ingudywever, proved to be exerting a
detrimental effect on performance in each repoctesk. Example 33 illustrates how it leads
to a breakdown in listening comprehension on the band and further confusion in
processing the rest of the text on the other.

Example 33 Interaction of inputs (Participant 8 Bask 2)
| got stuck here because | couldn’t hear any ofwtloeds that can be seen here and | didn't noticd th
we have already passed beyond this.

In this example the participant recounts that catre¢ion on the written input diverts
her attention from attempting to comprehend théenimg text since she focuses on
recognizing the spoken form of the written inpute3ags behind in following the aural input
as a consequence of her false expectation, whickapty results from inexperience,
inappropriate practice or lack of test-taking teghe.

The high-stakes situation of test taking tendslimtdorced responses from the test
takers who reported a wide repertoire of what caenchlled ‘strategies of last resort’.
Although the idiosyncrasy of processing the listgniext is beyond the focus of the present
study, the data show that the participants’ padfobf sub-skills and strategies that they bring
to the situation greatly vary. However, nearly egelticipant reported the application of
various strategies they resort to when they areefibto produce an answer under the pressure
of the test-taking situation. Some of them gaveoant of real blind guessing as in example
33.

Example 33 Strategies of last resort (ParticipamroTask 1 Item 4)
I would decide in favour of C because | had to d@osomething and |1 just chose this. | looked at the
ceiling and chose this.

In many cases the declaration of applying blindsgirgy is complemented with some
kind of justification in which participants refep their test-wiseness stating that the longest
option is the correct answer (see Example 18) atrttiey select the least frequently occurring
option out of A, B and C. In other cases partictpaefer to mysterious information sources
like the belief that the first impression always riwg for them or to intuition, which is
demonstrated by example 34.

Example 34 Strategies of last resort (ParticipamtrbTask 1 Item 6)
| just guess here. | don’t know, | didn’t understan | just chose C. Intuition suggested it butah’t
support it with anything because | couldn’t make which is appropriate, which fits here.

The phenomenon of uninformed or informed guesswag not, however, confined
exclusively to selecting a multiple choice itemrtlegants reported making efforts to coerce
themselves to produce an answer through various whplind construction as a last resort
when they failed to understand the spoken text.
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Example 35 Strategies of last resort (ParticipastTlhsk 2 Item 3)
It is sure that | wouldn’t leave it blank at thea@x. | would write something. Well, perhaps | would
write to item 3 that OUTSIDE...Although it is alredadythe question, so... But | would try OUTSIDE.

In example 35 the participant makes a desperaenpttto find something she could
fill in the gap. She retrieves the word ‘outsidedrh her memory, but hesitates when she
realizes that this word is already given in thetten input. In spite of this she writes the word
in the gap, which should in no way be left blantcading to her.

5 Conclusion

The main aim of the present research was to iryegstiwhat sub-skills and strategies
of listening comprehension can be identified in tb&t takers’ thought processes which are
not normally accessible through quantitative redeamethods. Results support the
expectations that the methodology of intro- andosgtective interviews can provide valuable
insights into many aspects of comprehension andukge processing. Since “listening is
hard work and deserves more analysis and suppéaridergrift, 1999) and “the assessment
of listening abilities is one of the least undeostpleast developed and yet one of the most
important areas of language testing” (AldergbrBanerjee, 2002), the contribution from an
underexploited methodology in this field is benigfic

Through a meticulous process of double-segmentingble-coding and piloting the
interviewee’s utterances, a 27-item taxonomy ofeti;ig sub-skills and strategies were
compiled, which was subdivided into subgroups. fihgings were found to concur with the
theoretical framework of listening ability and alsith the concept that the listening purpose
exerts an impact on which sub-skills and strategresmobilized by the listener. The non-
interactive, stressful, high-stakes situation sfelning during test-taking tends to activate the
schemata considerably, highlighting for item-wsténe importance of selecting input texts
that lend themselves to tasks with high passagerikmcy. Also, participants gave account
of applying a wide repertoire of compensation sgyas, some of which should and can be
avoided by writing valid and reliable items.

The participants reported a strong interactionh& &ural and written input in the
cognitive processes, which, in the case of commrgba breakdown led to overreliance on
the written input. What is more, exclusive concatidn on the written input, resulting either
from expecting to hear the same word strings omfexcessive reading load, diverted the
listeners’ attention from the listening text andilcbeven cause loss of control over the test-
taking process. During listening comprehensiorstastlike during measuring any other skill,
test takers are not in control of their own speledarking since time allotment is determined
by the sequence of items and the character of uha aput. This fact again points to the
responsibility of the listening comprehension @ssigner and item writer who hopefully can
make use of the lessons learnt in this study imtorg valid and reliable tasks and items
which are also fair to the test taker.

In sum, according to its aim, this study led to pdimg a verbal report-based
taxonomy of mental acts during the listening corhpreion test-taking procedure, which was
then compared and found to comply with the thecaktconcepts of the listening ability.
However, the analysis of the results highlightecdhynaays and provided numerous examples
of how the construct validity of listening comprek®n tests might be threatened by what
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Messick (1996) calls ‘construct-underrepresentatioradequate or incomplete sampling of
the construct) and ‘construct-irrelevant varian@eeasuring things that are not relevant to
our construct definition). It calls for further dmpgation of this study’'s database with a
separate analysis focusing on investigation inécetove threats.
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APPENDIX A
Task 1

Depicted as an ape

You will hear a radio programme on Charles Darwid how 19th century Victorian Britain
reacted to his revolutionary ideas. While listenicigecle a), b) or ¢) according to the text.

0. The title of the programme on Darwin is
a) ‘Paradoxes’
b) ‘Riddles of the Past’
© Making History’
1. He made his theory public
a) right after his 5-year expedition.
b) 12-13 years after returning to London.
© at the age of 50.
2. The title of Janet Browne’s biography of Darwin is
@ ‘Charles Darwin: The Power of Place’.
b) ‘Darwin: The Later Part of his Life’.
c) ‘Inthe Public Arena’.
3. The local community
a) didn’t trust him any more.
®) criticized but accepted him.
c) closed him out.
4. His reaction to cartoons depicting him as an apeanmkey:
a) Attacked them in magazine Punch.
b) Gave them as present to friends.
© Decorated his house with them.
5. He enjoyed
@ areserved life.
b) being in the centre of public life.
c) the public side of his work, too.
6. In his work ‘On the Origin of Species’ he ..... asiseaf faith.
a) criticizes some
b) refers to some
@ doesn’t mention any
7. His wife, Emma ..... his views.
a) totally shared
b) wanted to change

© was worried because of
Barta, E. (2004)Are you listeningBudapest: Akadémiai Kiadd.

Depicted as an ap&Transcript)

- In half an hour Martin Jarvis will be reading #mer of the paradoxes of Mr Pond written by
G K Chesterton after more riddles of the past Hasen untangled in Making History with

Sue Cook.

- Hello again. But we’ll start with the origins bfe itself and Charles Darwin, the man who
revolutionised our thinking about how we all beg#idter five years at sea as a young
naturalist with a British scientific expedition, Ban returned to London to work through all
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the research notes he’d gathered and from which thee next twenty or thirty years his
theories of evolution gradually grew. Theories vbhitidn’t really see the light of day until he
was fifty. I'm joined now by the Darwin scholar,gbessor Janet Browne. The second volume
of her biography of Darwin: ‘Charles Darwin: Thevikw of Place’ is just out and it deals
with that later part of his life when his ideas wén the public arena. So Professor Browne,
what was the general attitude to the man and hik?2vo

- Behind that great big Victorian beard there realbs a very good, decent man. He was a
pillar of the local community. And he wasn’t at alfiery radical and so when he put forward
these ideas the community responded to him as periexthey responded to him as to
somebody they trusted. Of course there were lotatber vicious cartoons in the press, there
were people who did criticise but in the end hisiaostatus and his evident wish to discover
the truth helped that theory to become accepted.

- You mentioned cartoons. He was depicted as aroapeing accompanied by an ape or a
monkey or an orang-utang on several occasions gamiaes like ‘Punch’. Did he take that
kind of thing personally himself?

- No, he loved it. That's one of the delightfulrigs about being able to work on Darwin. He
surprises us at every turn. He collected all thzz#éoons and he showed them to friends, he
had several framed and hung on the walls of hiséamnd found them amusing.

- And he didn’t seem to seek the limelight from wiae read about him.

- He liked very much to be in his house surrountgdhis family, pottering around his
garden, doing some research in the grounds ofthis gubstantial estate. He wasn't a public
man in that way. He had lots of friends who did plélic side of the work for him.

- He seemed to be quite non-confrontational abbui#e ducks really any conflict with the
church, didn’t he?

- He never wanted to directly attack Christianlfyyou read ‘The Origin of Species’ there’s
nothing in there that directly attacks faith orieeérs or the idea of the existence of God or
the accuracy of the Bible. He just doesn’t speajuathat.

- Because his wife, Emma was a very devout Christieasn’t she?

- Yes, his wife was a... simply wonderful woman aikeé Imany Victorians, a very good and
devout believer. And there’s some terribly tendgters written by her saying to him that the
views that he was putting forward would mean thattiee day of judgement he simply
wouldn’t go to heaven and that they wouldn't meethie afterlife and she was anxious about
the state of his soul. But | don’t think ever triiedpush her own views on him, as a good wife
shouldn't..

- Professor Janet Browne, thanks very much indeed.

Time: 320"

Source of text: BBC Radio 4, Making history
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APPENDIX B
Task 2

Getting heaxd

Lambeth is one of the biggest boroughs of London. Stephen Bourne, the Mayor of Lambeth
will talk about the petitions that vagious communities put in to him after cellecting the
necessary number of sipnatures. While listcning, fill in the boxes of the following tables
according to what he says. Write a maximuwmn of 3 words in 2 gap. There is one example (1)

at the beginning.

The contents of petitions
Problem area Complaint l Request
|” ' ) S {”}‘_DP,L‘_,) Oy
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f z Trean, :E}E ' T e L =
I HCUUQ “8 tii {2y | Distress - _:::—-:'.___H__H_%
| ‘T’ &-Jiﬂ ) t‘r-“f"' 3 3‘i Inconvenience caused by pEUPlr_ r_lnvmg Eron o T e
{ ) Dljtbldt London ,—-"'"-_-_-- “'“"-—-_.___q__ﬂ
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{ Hours: A0 gy
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| to petitioners: .. R LA N {14)
Barta, E. (2004)Are you listeningBudapest: Akadémiai Kiadd.

Getting heard (Transcript)

Hmmm. | always hold an opportunity to be in towndl fiar people in the community
to present petitions to me. Because the way theersys/orks in the council, they don’'t have
necessarily very many opportunities to air a gneeaby actually collecting signatures and
saying we don’t like this particular issue or wendolike that particular thing that's
happening or there has been lots of accidentsismpé#nticular road and we need a crossing, a
proper official crossing, please can you do somethbout it?
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Other petitions would be perhaps people are hawrigt of problems with their
housing benefit perhaps. And it's causing so mustrass in that particular location, at that
particular community that they need... they feel ity have asked all the right questions
but aren’'t getting anywhere so they want to malaartiioice known. So they will collect
signatures and the more signatures they collecioably it gives more weight to their
problem.

It could be a parking problem. There might be aettthat... the people who live in it
can never ever park their cars because people vdrk W the city, driving from outside
London, park their cars in their street and lednent there all day and they drive home in the
evening. But during the day the people who liveelean't find a parking space so again they
will collect signatures.

It might be an issue to... with a library. That pgrd#hey don’t have the sort of books
that the library... or perhaps the library is beirgsgqibly closed. So therefore they want to
make their voice known.

It could be perhaps a problem in a particular stHheither a lot of vandalism is taking
place by pupils from that school... and they want ettimg done about it. So they will
collect again signatures.

It could be an open space, a park area. That'sapserh they feel is ... been very
much neglected, isn’'t being kept clean properlythay feel there should be things that are
made better in the park. More trees perhaps shoaldlanted. Or there should be a better
children’s playground. So to make their voice hedéndy would write as many signatures or
collect as many signatures as they can from tharaamty and present those to me, now the
mayor.

So | always make myself available between ten amelve on Mondays, every
Monday except a public holiday, Monday, to be ie tbwn hall, in the mayor’s parlour. So if
there are people who wish to bring such petition®é can do so and meet me in person and |
meet them in the mayor’s parlour, talk to them dbpwive them a receipt for it, so that they
have an official mayor’'s receipt and promise thayt will receive an answer within four
weeks. So that'’s the sort of thing that happenslonday.

Time: 2'40”
Source of text: Interview with Stephen Bourne (nrayfoLambeth, London) by Eva Barta
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Appendix C

Interview prompts (Translation from Hungarian)

Pre-listening prompt
Please verbalize all your thoughts you have wholeking at/reading the task before the
listening.

Retrospective interview prompts
Please, as much as you can remember verbalizetidhaihts you had while listening to the
text and answering the item.
Guidelines:
* What made you give that answer? / What helped gaanswering the question?
(e.g.: understanding words or grammar, context, sfteation suggested it,
excluded improbable answers, based on logicgthing elsg
* What other replies did you consider and why did gimecard it?
* What answer did you definitely exclude as totathpossible?
* What made you uncertain about the reply? What diistliyou? (e.g.: you found
something unambiguous, the speed of @xything elsg

Post-listening prompt
Please, verbalize all your thoughts you have whilalizing your answers after the second
listening to the text.



